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0　Introduction
Lakoff  and Johnson (1980) proposes a number of  conceptual metaphors 
to show that “metaphor is pervasive in everyday language and thought” (p. 
ix). In this paper we will show how international relations are metaphorically 
conceptualized in English and Japanese. What we call international 
relations here includes war, peace and bilateral relations. Our discussion 
centers around the NATION IS A PERSON (metaphorically entailing 
the NATIONS OF THE WORLD ARE A FAMILY),1 the JOURNEY 
metaphor, the BUILDING metaphor, and the BALANCE metaphor. 
1　War
“War” is defined by Clausewitz (2007) as “a mere continuation of  policy 
by other means” (p. 18) and also as “an act of  violence intended to compel 
our opponent to fulfill our will” (p. 9).2  “War” may be classified into several 
types depending on its scale and the size of  the countries involved, but we 
define “war” simply as “armed fighting between nations.”3
Some of  the war metaphors include: WAR IS A STORM, WAR IS 
A GAME, and WAR IS ENTERTAINMENT (cf. Pancake 1993: 282―
284 & 288―291),4 WAR IS VIOLENT CRIME: MURDER, ASSAULT, 
KIDNAPPING, ARSON, RAPE, AND THEFT (cf. Lakoff  1992: 471). 
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These metaphors were used to talk about the Gulf  War.  The most revealing 
metaphor about war, however, is the NATION IS A PERSON metaphor. 
This metaphor allows us to speak of  the country as if  it were a person, as 
in the examples below.  Economic well-being and military strength are also 
vital for a nation as a person (cf. ibid., p. 465).
(1) a. One of  the country’s main arteries was severed due to an earthquake.
　 b. 国の大動脈の一つが地震で切断された。
(2) a. The two countries are {friendly with/ hostile toward} each other.
　 b. 両国は { 友好的である / 敵対している }。
(3) a. The two countries went to war in 1941.
　 b. 両国は 1941 年に戦争に突入した。
When the two countries are hostile toward each other, as in war, 
however, the metaphors used to talk about them are often biased.  This is 
especially true when one of  them is a superpower like the United States.  In 
news coverage of  the Gulf  War, for instance, Hussein/Iraq was described 
as being irrational (cf. Lakoff  1992: 473), a child (cf. a “HUSSEIN/IRAQ 
IS A CHILD” metaphor in Rohrer 1995: 122), a neighborhood bully (cf. 
a “NEIGHBORHOOD BULLY” metaphor in ibid., p. 120), and so on. 
Sandikcioglu (2000) goes one step further, revealing more about the images 
the Americans have of  the Arabs in terms of  Orientalism.  About using the 
Orientalist framework, he says:
The Orientalist framework represents the basic level of  stereotypical 
thought in the perceptions of  Self and Other.  On the second level, 
there are a certain number of  Orientalist frames, structured as 
interrelated frames of  Self-presentation and Other-representation.  Finally, 
these frames of  Self-presentation and Other-representation are implemented 
by conceptual metaphors such as “The Oriental is a student” vs. “The 
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Westerner is a teacher” (p. 303).
The dichotomy of  Us vs. Them is shown below: 
Orientalism
where Us represents Self or the West, and Them, Other or the East.
Examples of  each frame include the following:
Frame 1: Civilization vs. Barbarism. ... the tyrant Saddam that the civilized world 
will not tolerate another Adolf  Hitler. (p. 309)
Frame 2: Power vs. Weakness. “Any time an independent Arab leader looks 
strong,” ... “the West beats him down.” (p. 311)
Frame 3: Maturity vs. Immaturity. One reason George Bush was so determined to 
punch this bully in the nose was to deter the other bullies in the schoolyard. (p. 313)
Frame 4: Rationality vs. Emotionality. “Saddam Hussein thinks in terms of  
circles.” “Surely, Saddam Hussein must have been out of  his mind to invade 
Kuwait ... ” (p. 315)
Frame 5: Stability and Instability. ... the shifting sands of  the Middle East. (p. 316)
With regard to the dichotomy of  Civilization vs. Barbarism (Frame 
1), note also the following quotation from the website,5 where the prewar 
Japanese were perceived as uncivilized by the general:











Instability      (p. 304)
Metaphorical Conceptualization of  International Relations in English and Japanese― 　 ―32
Allied Powers (SCAP) in occupied Japan, expressed a firm conviction 
in American democracy and its adaptability to all humanity in his 
1947 Fourth of  July message. (1) ... While Japanese society and 
culture represented “the very antitheses of  American ideals,” the 
general had no doubt about his ability to transplant American 
democracy and “enlighten” the subjects of  this alien nation. (2) 
He had evidence to support his conviction: American rule in the 
Philippines had proved America’s capacity to “civilize” an “alien” 
and “inferior” race, and had shown the rightness of  disseminating 
“American democracy” abroad.  Just as the U.S. policy of  “benign 
assimilation” in the Philippines uplifted its subjects from the state 
of  ignorance and savagery, so MacArthur believed that the U.S. 
occupation would give the Japanese an unprecedented opportunity 
for civilization and enlightenment. …
The dichotomy of  Maturity vs. Immaturity (Frame 3) is conceptualized 
as the student-teacher relationship.  Just as the teacher is in a position 
to discipline and punish the student, the U.S. thinks it can punish Iraq 
for disturbing the order in the world it controls.  In this regard note also 
Douglas MacArthur’s perception of  the prewar Japanese: “Measured by 
the standards of  modern civilization, they would be like a boy of  12 as 
compared with our development of  45 years.”6  From an American point 
of  view, mass demonstrations against revising the Japan-U.S. Security Treaty 
in 1960 were “like a middle school pupil throwing a tantrum” (from the 
website).7  The student-teacher relationship still continues between Japan 
and the U.S. even today.  For instance, the Japanese Government does not 
have its own foreign policy and often acts as it is told to by the U.S. as when 
providing backup logistic support to the U.S military in wars that might 
not be justified.  The dichotomy of  Power vs. Weakness (Frame 2) is also 
considered to be involved here.  Militarily weaker nations often have no 
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choice but to follow the militarily stronger ones when they are allies.8
The dichotomy of  Rationality vs. Emotionality (Frame 4) is based on 
the different ways of  thinking between the West and the East: linear and 
circular.9  Since circular arguments by the Arabs were perceived to lead 
nowhere, diplomatic efforts were dismissed in favor of  a military option 
(cf. p. 314).  If  the U.S. carried on the war for their interests in the Gulf  
Region while using liberating Iraq from Hussein as a pretext for military 
intervention, Lakoff  (1992) seems right when he says “Rationality is the 
maximization of  self-interest” (p. 466) or when he sees “a rational person as 
someone who acts in his own self-interest, that is, to maximize his own well-
being” (p. 470).  There seems to be similar reasoning behind the dropping 
of  atomic bombs on Hiroshima and Nagasaki and the bombing in Iraq and 
Afghanistan by American forces in the fight against terrorism.
2　Peace
“Peace” is defined differently in different cultures.  According to Ishida 
(1969: 135―136), it is defined as “the will of  God, justice” and “prosperity” 
in ancient Judaism, “prosperity” and “order” in Greece, “order” and 
“tranquility of  mind” in Rome and China (Japan), and “tranquility of  mind” 
in India.10 “Peace” is also defined negatively and positively as “the absence 
of  war” and “the absence of  structural violence,” respectively. “Structural 
violence” is used for “discriminatory and inegalitarian social structures and 
institutions” (Schäffner and Wenden 1995: Introduction p. xiii).  Like “war,” 
“peace” may be classified into several types depending on its scale and the 
size of  the countries involved, but we define “peace” rather negatively as “the 
absence of  war,”11 as in:
(4) a. The war came to an end and peace came to us.
 b. 戦争が終わり，平和が訪れた。
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In President H. W. Bush’s war announcement on January 17, 1991, the 
NATIONS OF THE WORLD ARE A FAMILY, a metaphorical entailment 
of  the NATION IS A PERSON metaphor is also involved:
Our objectives are clear. Saddam Hussein’s forces will leave Kuwait. 
The legitimate government of  Kuwait will be restored to its rightful 
place ... Iraq will eventually comply with all relevant United Nations 
resolutions and then when peace is restored, it is our hope that Iraq 
will live as a peaceful and co-operative member of  the family of  
nations ... (Schäffner & Wenden 1995: 97)
Both the JOURNEY metaphor and the BUILDING metaphor 
are involved in war and peace.  These metaphors are conceptualized as 
PURPOSEFUL SOCIAL ACTIVITY IS TRAVELING ALONG A PATH 
TOWARDS A DESTINATION and as WORTHWHILE ACTIVITY 
IS BUILDING, respectively (cf. Charteris-Black 2004: 93 & 96). A 
purposeful activity toward a destination is a very important notion in the 
West (cf. Chilton & Lakoff  1995: 38), but the JOURNEY metaphor at 
issue here is distinguished from other JOURNEY metaphors like LOVE 
IS A JOURNEY12 and AN ARGUMENT IS A JOURNEY13 in that it is 
a purposeful social activity (cf. Charteris-Black 2004: 74). Likewise, the 
BUILDING metaphor at issue here is distinguished from other BUILDING 
metaphors like THEORIES (and ARGUMENTS) ARE BUILDINGS14 in 
that it involves a worthwhile activity positively evaluated by society (loc. cit.). 
Charteris-Black says both traveling and building are “activities in which 
progress takes place in stages towards a predetermined goal” (p. 95) and 
that “in so far as achieving goals is inherently good, they imply a positive 
evaluation of  political policy” (loc. cit.).  The main difference between 
the two is that with the former the path toward the goal is perceived as a 
horizontal line, while with the latter the path toward the goal is perceived as 
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a vertical line (cf. loc. cit.).
The following illustrates the notion of  “path” in the source-path-goal 
schema for the JOURNEY metaphor:
(5) a. The country rushed down the dangerous road to war.
 b. その国は，戦争への危険な道を突き進んだ。
(6) a. There is still far to go on the road to peace.
 b. 平和への道のりはまだ長い。(Kenkyusha, p. 2353)
War, however, is negatively valued, while peace is positively valued. War is 
something to be avoided {prevented, etc.}, while peace is something we pray 
{appeal, call, hope, etc.} for, we should maintain {keep, establish, secure, restore, 
etc.} and we should not disturb {break, threaten, etc.}, as in:
(7) a. We should make every effort to prevent war.
 b. 戦争を回避するためにあらゆる努力をしなければならない。
(8) a. We want to remove many obstacles in the path toward peace.
 b. 平和の妨げになる多くの障害物を取り除きたい。
Even a war for peace does not change our negative evaluation of  war, for 
such a war is often fought in the interest of  the stronger, just as “Justice is 
nothing but the interest of  the stronger,” as a Greek proverb says (cf. Stone 
2006: 240).
The BUILDING metaphor also applies to both war and peace.  With 
regard to war, this metaphor applies to such military action as building up 
military forces (troops, arms, missiles, weapons, etc.) (cf. also Schäffner 
& Wenden 1995: 83).  Such military action often puts the neighboring as 
well as the belligerent countries on the alert to the possibility of  war, and 
therefore is not positively evaluated:
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(9) a. A military build-up along the border may trigger a war.
 b. 国境沿いの軍事力の増強は戦争の引き金になるかもしれない。
When it is applied to peace, however, achieving a predetermined goal is 
positively evaluated.  This is especially true “when ‘build’ collocates with 
abstract goals such as peace and international understanding” (Charteris-
Black 2004: 96).15
(10) a. We should build {establish, etc.} a lasting world peace.
  b. 恒久的な世界平和を築くべきだ。
(11) a. We need to establish peace on a solid foundation.
  b. 堅固な基盤の上に平和を築く必要がある。
Because building is a worthwhile activity, it is reasonable for us to establish 
peace, but not war, or for that matter, for the two countries to establish (＝
build up) friendly or amicable relations, but not hostile relations.  We cannot 
build peace on a shaky foundation, just as we cannot build a house on a 
shaky foundation.
3　Bilateral Relations
As an example of  bilateral relations, let us first take negotiations between 
two countries.  In terms of  the JOURNEY metaphor, when two countries 
start negotiations, they are at the starting point of  a metaphorical journey. 
Then they continue or go on negotiating toward a common goal.  If  there 
are no obstacles along the way, the negotiations will be smooth:
(12) a. The peace negotiations proceeded {progressed} smoothly and 
reached an agreement in one month.
  b. 和平交渉は円滑に進み，1 ヶ月で合意に達した。
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If  there are some obstacles on the way, it will take some time and effort to 
overcome them before reaching an agreement.
(13) a. The peace negotiations ran into difficulties {dragged on} because the 
two countries claimed possession of  the island.
     b.  両国が島の領有権を主張したので，和平交渉は難航した { 長引い
た }。
We may try to work out a compromise, or we may come to a point where we 
cannot negotiate further:
(14) a. The two countries made a compromise on their long-standing 
diplomatic issue.
  b. 両国は積年の外交問題で歩み寄り，妥協した。
(15) a. The peace negotiations came to deadlock {broke down} because 
both governments failed to work out a solution of  the border 
dispute.
　 b.  和平交渉は，双方の政府が国境紛争の解決策を見出すことができ
ず，行き詰まった { 決裂した }。
If  the two countries are too hostile toward each other to negotiate, a 
third country may act as an intermediary to help them reach an agreement. 
We may resort to war to end the deadlock between the two countries, using 
war as a political instrument (cf. Clausewitz 2007: 18).
Thus, when applied to negotiations, the JOURNEY metaphor highlights 
the Path, often with obstacles to be overcome along the way, as well as or 
more than the Goal in the source-path-goal schema.
Negotiations such as nuclear arms or strategic missiles reduction talks 
between the U.S. and the Soviet Union, as exemplified below, also involve 
the BALANCE metaphor:
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(16) a. The U.S. and the Soviet Union reached a final agreement in nuclear 
arms reductions talks.
   b. 米ソ両国は，核兵器削減交渉で最終合意に達した。
The BALANCE metaphor is understood in terms of  the balancing 
scales.  When one country on one side weighs the same as the other on the 
other side, the balance of  power between the two countries is supposedly 
maintained.  If  one country tries to tilt the balance, the other will try to 
restore the balance.16  This is what happened during the Cold War between 
the two superpowers, the U.S. and the Soviet Union.  They competed in the 
arms “race” in order not to fall behind (cf. Beer & De Landtsheer 2004: 
205).  The “power vacuum” had to be filled as in the 1956 Suez crisis.17  The 
U.S. intervened in the Vietnam War to prevent Southeast Asian countries 
from falling into the Soviet sphere of  influence.
When the balance is tipped as in below, the country outweighing the 
other is considered to be superior and dominant: 
When one object outweighs the other, then this heavier object is 
superior.  Being superior also means having more influence, being 
dominant; and being dominant implies a risk for the inferior party. 
(Schäffner & Wenden 1995: 83)
Here the expression “a risk for the inferior party” includes “‘increased risk 
of  war’ and  ‘danger of  a Russian attack’”(loc. cit.).
Consider Europe in the post-Cold War era.  After the collapse of  the 
Soviet Union, the U.S. became the only great superpower, yet the Soviet 
Union’s military strength still posed a serious threat to the security of  
Europe.  To quote from Schäffner & Wenden 1995: 86) “Europe needs 
America as a balancing force against a still powerfully armed Soviet Union, 
even if  that empire is in the throes of  internal upheaval; … (Time, 22 April 
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1991),” where “balance” is “closely linked with ‘stability’ rather than with 
‘peace’.”
Now consider the role the U.S. played in the Gulf  War (1990―1991) 
and the Iraq War (2003―).  In the Gulf  War the U.S. led a coalition force 
to liberate Kuwait.  This war might be justified as well as the American 
intention to establish a new world order.  In the Iraq War the U.S. led a 
multinational force in the invasion of  Iraq based on the false assumption 
that Iraq had weapons of  mass destruction.  The occupation of  Iraq by the 
U.S. further escalated the confrontation of  the West with Islamic countries 
and the War on Terrorism is still going on.  In terms of  the balancing scales, 
only a counterbalance to American military strength could have saved the 
world from such disastrous consequences.
Even in today’s multipolar world, the balance of  power is crucial in 
world politics, as when the U.S. is seeking a new partnership with China, an 
emerging military and economic power, while negotiating with Russia to 
build stability and peace in Europe.
4　Conclusion
We have shown that the JOURNEY metaphor is pervasive in international 
relations such as war, peace, and bilateral relations.  The need for effort 
and patience to achieve the goal is most keenly felt in the negotiations 
between two countries.  The BUILDING metaphor also conveys the need 
for effort and patience to achieve the goal because the process to the goal 
is A WORTHWHILE ACTIVITY, even if  it takes time.  It is therefore 
more appropriately used when we talk about peace than when we talk about 
war.  The NATION IS A PERSON metaphor shows how the militarily 
and economically stronger nations perceive the weaker nations in wartime, 
and the BALANCE metaphor shows how the stronger nations control the 
weaker nations through power politics, even forcing a war on the weaker for 
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their interests.
Notes
I would like to thank William Naoki Kumai and Peter Ganlid for their valuable com-
ments on an earlier version of  this paper.  The errors are, as always, my own.
1 　Cf. McCagg (1997: 65), Rohrer (1995: passim).  In Lakoff ’s (1992: 471) and Chilton 
and Lakoff ’s (1995: 39) terms, the State-as-Person metaphor.
2 　 Cf. also Lakoff  (1992: 464 & 470), Ishida (1973: 146―150) and Koketsu (2005: 14―
15).
3 　Cf. Tanaka (1989: 56).
4 　 Examples of  these metaphors include:
　　WAR IS A STORM
　　“You are the ‘thunder and lightning’ of  Operation Desert Storm” (General H. Norman 
Schwarzkopf  to his troops as they went into battle). (Pancake 1993: 282)
　　WAR IS A GAME
　　“The Iraqi soldiers―as big as football players on the TV screen―ran with nowhere to 
hide.” (Description of  videotapes from Apache helicopters.) (Ibid., p. 289)
　　WAR IS ENTERTAINMENT
　　“It is,” said veteran Air Force pilot Capt. Jim Demarest, “like playing a demanding 
electronic game ‘while riding the biggest roller coaster you’ve ever been on.’ ”(Description of  
flying F‐15’s and F‐16’s) (Ibid., p. 290)
5 　“Exporting Democracy? American Women, ‘Feminist Reforms,’ and Politics of  Im-
perialism in the U.S. Occupation of  Japan, 1945―1952” at:
　　http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3687/is_200201/ai_n9064384/
6 　Loc. cit.
7 　“Anti-Japanese Demonstrations and Japan’s Maturity―IC Net Limited” by Hiroaki 
Yonesaka at: http://www.icnet.co.jp/en/ourview/2005/004.html
8 　Cf. Schäffner & Wenden (1995: 72), where we read: “Militarily powerful nations are 
responsible for deciding when to wage war,” and “Weak nations are helpless against 
powerful ones.”
9 　Cf. also Matsumoto & De Mente (2005: 42―43), where we read in English: “At 
the deepest level, these differences evolved from the fact that Western culture was 
primarily left-brain oriented (linear, logical, practical, forward-looking), while tra-
ditional Japanese culture was essentially right-brain oriented (holistic, emotional, 
personal, backward-looking). From the point of  view of  inter-cultural education, 
Kaplan (1966: 15) graphically represents cultural thought patterns, as in:
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　　  English　      Semitic　　    Oriental　　     Romance　      Russian
10　Cf. also Ishida (1969: 134―135), Ishida (1970: 18―37) and Schäffner & Wenden 
(1995: 4―6).
11　Cf. Tanaka (1989: 56―58).
12　Some examples include: We’re at a crossroads. I don’t think this relationship is going 
anywhere. Cf. Lakoff  & Johnson (1980: 44―45).
13　Some examples include: So far, we’ve seen that no current theories will work. Our 
goal is to show that hummingbirds are essential to military defense. Cf. ibid., p. 90.
14　Some examples include: Is that the foundation for your theory? We need to construct a 
strong argument for that. Cf. ibid. p. 46.
15　Cf. also ibid., p. 100, where we read:
　　Metaphors from the source domain of  building are typically evaluative, carrying 
a strong positive connotation and are employed to express aspiration towards de-
sired social goals such as peace, democracy and progress towards a better future.
16　Cf. the following excerpt from The Economist, 24 May 1980, quoted in Schäffner and 
Wenden (1995: 82):
　　Otherwise the Russians will have every incentive to go on spinning words while 
they also go on doing the things―crushing Afghanistan, tilting the European nuclear 
balance, or whatever―which first led to the crisis. ...  In December Nato decided 
to restore the balance by starting to build―a whole decade later―the first Nato missiles 
capable of  hitting Russia from inside western Europe.
17　The concept of  “power vacuum” appears to have been often used by President 
Eisenhower, who “observed after the 1956 Suez crisis that ‘the existing vacuum in 
the Middle East must be filled by the United States before it is filled by Russia’” (loc.
cit.). 
References
Beer, Francis A. and Christ’l De Landtsheer. 2004. Metaphorical World Politics. East Lan-
sing: Michigan State University Press.
Charteris-Black, Jonathan. 2004. Corpus Approaches to Critical Metaphor Analysis. New York; 
Palgrave Macmillan.
Chilton, Paul and George Lakoff. “Foreign Policy by Metaphor.” 1995.  In Christina 
Metaphorical Conceptualization of  International Relations in English and Japanese― 　 ―42
Schäffner and Anita L. Wenden (eds.), Language and Peace (pp. 37―59). Aldershot, 
England: Dartmouth.
Clausewitz, Carl von. 2007. On War. Translated by Colonel J. J. Graham. BN Publishing.
Kaplan, Robert B. 1966. “Cultural Thought Patterns in Inter-cultural Education,”     Lan-
guage Learning: A Journal of  Applied Linguistics 16 (1 & 2), 1―20.
Koketsu, Atsushi ( 纐纈厚 ). 2005. 『戦争と平和の政治学』東京：北樹出版 .
Ishida, Takeshi ( 石田雄 ). 1969. “Beyond the Traditional Concepts of  Peace in Differ-
ent Cultures,” Journal of  Peace Research 6 (2), 133―145.
_______. 1970. 『平和の政治学』岩波新書 677. 東京：岩波書店．
_______. 1973. 『平和と変革の論理』東京：れんが書房．
Lakoff, George. 1992. “Metaphor and war: The metaphor system used to justify war in 
the gulf.” In Martin Pütz (ed.), Thirty Years of  Linguistic Evolution: Studies in Honour of  
René Dirven on the Occasion of  his Sixtieth Birthday (pp. 463―481). Philadelphia: J. Ben-
jamins.
Lakoff, George and Mark Johnson. 1980. Metaphors We Live By. Chicago: The University 
of  Chicago Press.
Matsumoto, Michihiro (松本道弘 ) & Boyé Lafayette De Mente. 2005.『「日本語らしさ」
を英語にできますか？』(Japanese Nuance in Plain English!). 東京：講談社インター
ナショナル . [Matsumoto & De Mente 2005]
McCagg, Peter. 1997. Speaking Metaphorically. 東京：研究社 .
Pancake, Ann S. 1993. “Taken by Storm: The Exploitation of  Metaphor in the Persian 
Gulf  War,” Metaphor and Symbolic Activity 8(4), 281―295.
Rohrer, Tim. 1995. “The Metaphorical Logic of  (Political) Rape: The New Wor(l)d Or-
der,” Metaphor and Symbolic Activity 10(2), 115―137.
Sandikcioglu, Esra. 2000. “More metaphorical warfare in the Gulf: Orientalist frames in 
news coverage.” In Antonio Barcelona (ed.), Metaphor and Metonymy at the Crossroads: 
A Cognitive Perspective. Berlin: Mouton de Gruyter.
Schäffner, Christina and Anita L. Wenden. 1995. Language and Peace. Aldershot, England: 
Dartmouth.
Stone, Jon R. 2006. The Routledge Book of  World Proverbs. London: Routledge.
Tanaka, Akihiko ( 田中明彦 ). 1989. 『世界システム』現代政治学叢書 19. 東京：東京
大学出版会 .
Reference works
Kenkyusha’s New Japanese-English Dictionary, 5th ed. 2003. Ed. by Watanabe Toshihiro, Ed-
mund R. Skrzypczak and Paul Snowden. 東京：研究社 . 〔Kenkyusha〕
― 　 ―43
Website data sources
“Exporting Democracy? American Women, ‘Feminist Reforms,’ and Politics of  Imperi-
alism in the U.S. Occupation of  Japan, 1945―1952” at:
　　http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3687/is_200201/ai_n9064384/
“Anti-Japanese Demonstrations and Japan’s Maturity―IC Net Limited” by Hiroaki Yo-
nesaka at: http://www.icnet.co.jp/en/ourview/2005/004.html
